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I. BACKGROUND 
1. ICIPE was first brought to the attention of the Technical Advisory 
Committee (TAC) of the Consultative Group by the UNBP in August 1974. 
TAC had its first discussion on ICIPE at its 9th Meeting in February 1975. 
The program put forward by ICIPE at that time was thought by TAC to be too 
broad in scope and not sufficiently oriented to the objectives and needs 
of the CGIAR system to make it appropriate for support by the Group without 
modification. But TAC believed that ICIPE potentially had an important 
contribution to make to the CGIAR system and encouraged ICIPE to gear 
itself to provide research services to the international agricultural 
research centers by entering into agreements with them for collaborative 
programs and by reshaping its own management. 
2. ICIPE continued its discussions with TAC and followed its suggestions. 
In September 1976 it put forward a revised proposal for support from the 
Group. This was considered by TAC at its 14th Meeting in October 1976. 
Following that meeting, the Chairman of TAC reported to the Consultative 
Group at its meeting a few days later. He said that several points had 
emerged from TAC's consideration of ICIPE. First, there was strong general 
support of ICIPE's proposed programs which TAC considered essential, indeed 
urgent, for the Centers to make further progress in the control of several 
important pests. Secondly, although it recognized that for a number of 
reasons it might not be practicable to expect the Group to provide financial 
support in 1977, TAC accorded ICIPE's program high priority. Thirdly, TAC 
felt that for ICIPE to receive, outside the CGIAR as such, the financial 
support it deserves for its continuing program of basic research, it is 
important for it to be recognized by the Consultative Group as an institute 
providing basic research support to the international agricultural centers. 
3. The ensuing discussion on ICIPE in the Consultative Group showed that 
members were undecided as to what kind of relationship ICIPE should have with 
the CGIAR and the system of research supported by it. They felt the need for 
further examination of the relevant issues and analysis of the options open 
to them. They had just finished considering the report of the Review 
Committee and had agreed that the Group should confine itself during a 
oriented, applied research institutions and they wished to see better how 
support of ICIPE fitted with this concept. They noted also that funds 
expected to be contributed in 1977 might fall short of the needs of the 
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centers already in the system and consequently it was hardly practicable 
to contemplate an addf.tisnal claimant, at least for the coming year. At 
the same time, they werje agreed that there was no reason why the inter- 
national centers should not enter into agreements with ICIPE to provide 
support just as they Eight contract with any other appropriate institution. 
4. 1' was agreed that the Secretariat would identify the issues #and clarify 
the options open to the Group. This paper takes account of the meeting of 
potential donors held in Nairobi on July 26 and 27, 1977. Its comments on 
ICIPE's program and budget are based on ICIPE's "1978 Programme and Budget 
Prcposals, with Projectirons for 1979-81," dated May 10, 1977. 
ICIPE's Developmenr 
5. ICIPE traces its ori,gins to a proposal made by Professor Odhiambo in 
1967. In advocating tPte establishment of a small number of scientific 
research centers to be located in, and to serve the special needs of, the 
developing countries, th'e proposal attracted international interest. This 
led to a number of meetings, development of a specific proposal for ICIPE, 
and the establishment cf an organizing conmrittee. As a result, ICIPE came 
formally into being in April 1970. Agreements with the Government of Kenya L 
and the University of Nairobi followed shortly afterwards. Cooperative 
understandings were also reached with other East African organizations working 
in related fields. 
tf 6. ICIPE's basic mandate is twofold. First, to do original research into :those features of insect physiology and ecology which could lead to effective 
; and ecologically acceptable long-term pest control; and secondly, to develop 
1 the intellectual capital 01 f Africa and other developing regions through the 
1 training of gifted scientists. 
7. The importance of T&at ICIPE was set up to do was apparent enough to 
generate considerable support from funding agencies, as well as the interest 
of the international scientific community. By mid-1977, ICIPE had some five 
years of achievement behind it, had fully operational facilities on a modest 
scale and partly of temporary nature, had an international staff of 25, and 
an operating budget of S2.6 million. 
8. ICIPE has now rea-hed a critical point in its development. It has 
demonstrated its ability to operate effectively, and the quality of its 
scientific work commands international respect. A substantial intellectual 
and financial investment has been made. In order to achieve the objectives 
set for it from the beginning, ICIPE now seeks assurances of funding that 
will allow it to expand operations to the planned full establishment, and 
build and equip facilities for them. The need for new buildings has become 
pressing due to lack of tenure and unsuitability of present ones, as well 
as to the planned expansion of activities. 
9. A meeting of present and potential donors to ICIPE was held in Nairobi 
on July 26 and 27, 1977, under the sponsorship of the UNDP and UNEP. This 
meeting resulted in a consensus that most of those represented at the meeting 
would expect to provide contrnuing support to ICIPE and they agreed to 
establish an informa:l 's~onsortium'i for this purpose for the time being. This 
appears to provide a more secure framework for ICIPE's development. 
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Scientific Programs 
10. The pest management problems that ICIPE seeks to solve have almost 
all had extensive study elsewhere. ICIPE draws on this earlier work, and 
keeps in touch with ongoing programs conducted by others. The fact that 
satisfactory direct methods of controlling many important pests have not yet 
been found indicates major gaps in fundamental scientific knowledge. At the 
same time, existing knowledge may be better applied. While recognizing the 
importance of following several lines of approach to particular problems, 
ICIPE defines its mandate as the quest for new knowledge that will lead to 
long-range and environmentally acceptable pest management techniques. 
11. ICIPE has somewhat narrowed the focus of its work over time to concentrate 
on "target" insects of major importance. These have been identified as 
African armyworm, cereal stem borers, tsetse flies, and the East Coast Fever 
tick vector. In addition to selecting a limited number of targets, ICIPE has 
so far concentrated its work into two main scientific areas -- chemical 
communication among insects using termites as experimental insects, and 
vector control through genetic manipulation. 
12. Looking to the future, ICIPE intends to consolidate and continue . 
existing programs, and is developing some new ones. Scientific work is 
directed to nine fields, which form the basis of ICIPE's proposed core 
activities. These nine are: bases of plant resistance to insect attack; 
experimental bases for insect mass-rearing and screening for resistance; stem 
and pod borers; sorghum shootfly; African armyworm; tsetse fly; livestock 
ticks; some vectors of tropical diseases; and harvester termites. Among these 
nine research thrusts, first priority is to be given to tsetse and termites, 
followed by armyworm and bases of plant resistance. 
Governance 
13. ICIPE's Governing Board has fifteen members, including the Director, 
about equally divided between nationals of developed and developing 
countries. It has established extensive arrangements for setting 
research priorities and evaluating and monitoring progress. It has established 
the ICIPE Foundation, a private independent consortium of academies of science, 
registered under Swedish law, and able to channel funds to ICIPE should these 
become available. Major reviews take place at the Annual Research Conference, 
meetings of the ICIPE Foundation, the African Advisory Committee, the Research 
and Training Council, and the Policy Advisory Committee. The latter is 
emerging as a key body in the direction of ICIPE's affairs. Its membership 
includes representatives of UNDP, FAO, UNEP, WHO, and the International Atomic 
Energy Agency. Unesco is expected to be represented, as are developing 
countries and other donors. International center directors have joined in 
its discussions, and it is hoped that their participation will increase. 
TAC is to be asked to send a representative. Other ad hoc committees advise -- 
on specific problems, or in connection with programs of interest to particular 
donors. Other major reviews include that done every three years by a 
Visiting Group constituted on the advice of the ICIPE Foundation. In 
addition to providing ICIPE with valuable scientific and managerial inputs, 
the network of advisory bodies is evidence of the enthusiasm and support 
that ICIPE has generated throughout the international scientific community 
in its chosen field. 
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Cooperative Programs with the International Centers - 
149 Several of the international centers have recognized that ICIPE might 
have a comparative advantage in helping them attack pest management problems. 
Three of them -- IRRI, IITA and ICRISAT -- have therefore entered into 
general agreements which form the basis for future cooperation. 
15. Such cooperation is most advanced in the case of IRRI, where a joint 
program will seek to identify the causes of outbreaks of the rice brown 
planthopper, monitor and explain population changes and movements of this 
pest, and develop control and forecasting methods through a better under- 
standing of population dynamics and insect behavior. The provision for 
this program shown in the I'RRI core budget averages at about $165,000 per 
year over the period 1978 through 1981. 
16. Negotiations with IITA have been continuing for some time, preliminary 
details of a cooperative relsearch program have been worked out, and funding 
is being sought. The program would address entomological problems in grain 
legumes, cereals, roots and tubers. Costs are tentatively estimated as being 
of the order of $350,000 a year. 
17. A larger scale program is envisaged in cooperation with ICRISAT, to 
include the bases of plant resistance, and control of borers and the sorghum 
shootfly. Costs are provisionally estimated at around $450,000 a year. Funds 
for shootfly work amounting to nearly $300,000 over a two-year period have 
been secured from a donor. 
ICIPE's 1978-80 Program and Budget Proposal - 
18. For full details of ICIPE's proposed budgets, reference should be made 
to ICIPE's budget paper dated May 10, 1977. The main features are summarized 
below. 
19. ICIPE's growth has been constrained by financial difficulties. These 
do not seem to be the result of any doubts about the quality of its 
scientific work, nor the potential importance of its mandate. Donors were 
able to support an operating budget of $2.6 million in 1977, nearly double 
that of 1976. 
to 24. 
Senior staff in post rose by 70 percent over the same period, 
Although ICIPE had to reduce its financial budget in 1977 from a 
proposed $3.2 million to :$2.6 million, scientific programs were maintained 
at their planned level, and senior staff in post will be one more than 
planned. Savings were made by postponing nonessential purchases, reducing 
the number of some junior staff, and making other miscellaneous savings. 
;. 20. ICIPE's proposed operating budgets are, 
jG:funds, 
subject to the availability of 
estimated to grow to a total of over $7 million a year by 1981, as 
~~follows: 
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Table I - Operating Budget 
1976 1977 
Actual Original 
Senior staff manyears 14 24 
Operating budget: ($'OOO) 
Nine research programs 521.2 1399.5 
Research unit&' 172.0 391.9 
Technical support 134.0 443.1 
Training and 
communications 120.4 271.1 
Administration 255.6 435.0 
General operating 113.7 210.3 
Contingency -- 60.6 













1978 1979 1980 1981 
42 43 45 49 
2192.5 2450.2 2942.0 3185.0 
506.2 577.8 775.0 818.7 
639.5 791.2 970.8 1067.4 
371.4 538.1 599.2 579.4 
628.0 734.6 822.2 885.1 
287.4 353.8 488.8 504.0 
96.1 101.3 108.9 105.4 
7145.0 4721.1 5542.0 6706.9 
L/ Chemistry and Biochemistry, Histology and Fine Structure, and Sensory 
Physiology. 
21. The distribution of operating costs within the nine research programs 
is as follows: 
Table II - Distribution within the Research Budget 
(percent of research operating budget) 
Research program 1976 
Bases of plant resistance -- 
Insect mass rearing & screening -- 
Sorghum shootfly 8 
Borers 3 
Tsetse 29 
Livestock ticks 11 
Disease vectors 17 
Termites 17 



































22. ICIPE proposes a rapid expansion in staff between 1977 and 1978. 
t Recruitment is under way, but it would be unlikely that all new posts would 
be filled from the beginning of the year. It is probable that budget 
constraints will require ICIPE to expand more slowly in any case. Although 
the capital development program is not expected to be completed until late 
1981, ICIPE plans to accommodate its expanded staff by temporary arrangements, 
including rented quarters. 
Capital Budget 
23. Despite some modern and well-designed buildings, some of ICIPE's 
laboratory and other facilities are inadequate and somewhat makeshift. They 
certainly could not handle the planned full operation of ICIPE's research 
programs. Moreover, part of the site is needed by the University of Nairobi, 
and temporary structures will have to be demolished to comply with municipal 
regulations. 
24. ICIPE's capital plan lhas four main components. The headquarters would 
remain at the present site in the University campus at Chiromo. The new 
developments comprise a station at Salopia Farm near Nairobi and field 
stations at Mbita Point, Kajiado, and Mombasa. ICIPE sees the Mbita Point I 
station as its first priority. Only a very preliminary costing is available 
at this time, but design work is in progress and more refined costs 
should be available early .in 1978. ICIPE suggests a figure of 
$4.2 million as a rough order of magnitude for its capital development. 
Recognizing that this figure is only notional, nevertheless it seems to 
suggest that ICIPE is proposing very modest facilities at Salopia. Although 
comparisons with other c.enters having different requirements are only of 
limited value, it may be noted that ILRAD will have a scientific staff of 
about the same size as T.CII?E's full establishment, and its capital expenditure 
will be of the order of $10 million. It seems possible therefore that ICIPE 
may have substantially understated its needs for capital funds in the May 10th 
paper. However, it may be noted that ICIPE has been able to carry on a 
successful research program employing 24 scientists with a capital investment 
of less than $1 million. ICIPE has identified a scientist with good experience 
of supervising research station construction, and expects to take him on the 
staff shortly. 
Donors 
25. ICIPE's 1977 operations are supported by twelve donors. One donor alone -I-... - 
provides nearly 40 percent of ICIPE's operatinznds. This major donor has 
been able to commit funds .to ICIPE through 1981, thereby providing some 
measure of security, thclugln amounting by 1981 only to some 12 percent of 
ICIPE's estimated needs (excluding capital). The importance for ICIPE of 
encouraging increased support from other existing donors, and finding new 
ones, is therefore quite obvious. Over and above funds already secured, 




1978 1979 1980 1981 total 
$'OOO $'OOO $I000 $I000 $I000 -- -- 
Operating expenditures 4,721 5,547 6,707 7,145 24,120 
Capital expenditures 575 1,950 1,425 250 4,200 
Total 5,296 7,497 8,132 7,395 28,320 
Less: Earned Income (30) (30) (30) (30) o-20) 
Balance from previous year (17) (69) (133) (95) (314) -- 
Net requirements 5,249 7,398 7,969 7,270 27,886 
Confirmed commitments as at 
May 10, 1977 
Balance to be found 
L--- 16X&' 781 814 843 4,056 
3,631 6,617 7,155 6,427 23,830 
L/ Tentative and as yet unconfirmed pledges at the July meeting indicate 
that more funds are likely to be available. See paragraph 28 below. 
26. A major objective of the July meeting of prospective donors to ICIPE 
was to put together a financing plan to enable ICIPE to look forward to a 
reasonably assured future. Donors have in the past responded generously 
and quickly to proposals to establish or expand research in agriculture for 
the developing countries, as witnessed by the rapid growth of the CGIAR 
system. ICIPE's scientific credentials, and the relevance of its work to 
research and development objectives supported by the donors, are not in 
doubt. However, despite the establishment of a donor consortium, ICIPE's 
financial future is not yet fully assured. 
27. ICIPE's shortage of funds has been exacerbated by the fact that many 
donor contributions have been restricted. Of the total contributed for 1977 
operations by twelve donors, only those funds provided by two donors, account- 
ing however for 51 percent of the total, were unrestricted. 
28. Firm pledges for 1978 are unlikely to be available before September 1977. 
On the basis of current estimates, and statements of donors at the July 1977 
meeting, it appears that ICIPE should be able to move ahead in 1978 with the 
first priority part of its capital program, the Mbita Point field station, 
provided there is enough flexibility in the application of funds. Of the 
total capital expenditure for the main campus and the field stations of just 
over $4 million, only some $2.4 million is available as yet. ICIPE also 
faces difficulties in its operating budget for 1978. Based on tentative 
assumptions derived from donor statements at the July 1977 meeting, only 
some $2.7 million of the $4.7 million requested is reasonably firm so far. 
Therefore, ICIPE may in practice have to expand more slowly than planned. 
The situation beyond 1978 is more obscure. 
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II ,, POINTS FOR DECISION 
29. Since the question of a relationship with ICIPE was last considered by 
the Group, ICIPE's situation has changed materially through the acceptance 
by a group of donors of a continuing commitment to ICIPE, and the establish- 
ment, for the time being, of an informal consortium for that purpose. The 
main points facing the Group are now the following: 
(a) Does ICIPE's international character and proposed program of 
collaboration with international centers warrant some form of recognition 
by the Group? 
In reviewing this question, it may be noted that: 
-- TAC has clearly recognized the importance, and urgency, of some 
of ICIPE's programs in support of the work of the Centers; 
-- ICIPE has reoriented its programs and restructured its management 
to be better able to provide services to the Centers; 
-- the collaborative programs between ICIPE and the Centers need some 
kind of assurance of long-term commitments to ICIPE. 
(b) If some form of recognition is warranted, what sort of relationship 
might be appropriate? 
_d=- 
1 
The ICIPE Board is not seeking that ICIPE be-sponsored and fully 
funded by the CGIAR like the international centers now in the CG 
I system; it is now looking to a consortium of donors to provide 
s continuing core support. 
L 
This leaves two possible types of 
elationship: 
-- CGIAR support for only those ICIPE programs which are conducted at 
the request of, and in collaboration with, one or more of the 
Centers. This relationship would be similar in some respects, 
to that with WARDA, whereby the CGIAR finances only a specific 
part of WARDA's core activities. If it is felt that this 
arrangement would be suitable for ICIPE, then the Group will 
wish to consider the method of funding (see below), the extent 
to which the Group ,would finance related capital expenditures, 
or concomitant research support operations, and the extent to 
which this arrangement would entail TAC and CG Secretariat 
program and budget ,reviews of ICIPE. 
ad hoc support. Such support would be tailored ta fit specific -- 
one-time or short-tlerm needs. It could take many forms. 
Support might consist of a one-time contribution to ICIPE's 
capital p.rogram, or occasional use of the services of the 
Group's two Secretariats. The Group will wish to consider 
whether such ad hoc support, --- which may typically involve only 
a few CG members, would constitute a CGIAR activity in the 
generally accepted sense. 
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(c) If the Group is willing to fund some part of ICIPE's program, how 
should the funding be done? 
As far as collaborative programs with the Centers are concerned, funds 
could in principle be provided either direct to ICIPE, or paid by the 
Centers from their budgets. Should the Group wish to support capital 
expenditures, or programs not directly linked to a center, then funds 
could be made available to ICIPE, either by direct bilateral agree- 
ments, or by some kind of special account administered by an appropriate 
agency, or by a combination of the two. 
(d) If CG funds are provided to ICIPE, to what extent should its program 
be subject to normal CG review procedures? 
If CG funds are used only for programs operating with the Centers, they 
will be included in the normal process of reviewing that center's 
program and budget. Special arrangements for review might have to be 
made if the Group makes a significant contribution to capital development 
or supports programs not directly connected with the Centers. 
III. CONCLUSIONS 
30. Since the question of ICIPE's relationship with the Group was first 
considered in October 1976, the situation has become clearer due to the 
agreement of a number of present and potential donors to provide continuing 
support for ICIPE's core program and to establish a consortium for this 
purpose. Thus ICIPE now has a continuing source of support which should 
provide the security it needs to plan and carry out a firm program. It also 
has been agreed to strengthen its Policy Advisory Committee so as to provide 
it with scientific review similar to that provided by TAC to the CGIAR. 
31. ICIPE has also moved forward in establishing firm arrangements for 
collaborative programs with three of the Centers in the CGIAR system and 
there is reasonable.prospect that funds can be found to cover the costs to 
ICIPE of these programs. 
32. While ICIPE's financial position remains constrained, there now seem 
means of making it manageable. Consequently, the CGIAR can address the 
question of its relationship with ICIPE with confidence that ICIPE will 
have continuing support outside the Group, will be reasonably secure in 
planning its program and will be in a position to collaborate with the 
Centers without having to depend on that collaboration for its survival. 
33. In these circumstances it would now be appropriate for the Group to 
decide on its future relationship with ICIPE. Two possibilities are 





Dr. Odhiambo, ICIPE 
Mr. Mathieson, IDRC (London) 
